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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Promote Policy
and Program Coordination and Integration in Rulemaking 04-04-003
Electric Utility Resource Planning. (Filed April 1,2004)

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Promote
Consistency in Methodology and Input Rulemaking 04-04-025
Assumptions in Commission Applications of (Filed April 22, 2004)
Short-run and Long-run Avoided Costs,
Including Pricing for Qualifying Facilities.

APPLICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39-E),
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E), SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 902-E), THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK,
AND THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES FOR REHEARING OF
DECISION 07-09-040

Pursuant to Public Utilities Code section 1731 and Rule 16.1 of this Commission’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure (“Rules”), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), Southern
California Edison Company (“SCE”), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”), The
Utility Reform Network (“TURN”) and The Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”)
(collectively, the “Joint Parties”) file this Application for Rehearing of D.07-09-040 (the

“Decision”), mailed on September 25, 2007.1

I.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF REHEARING APPLICATION

The Decision addresses a number of significant issues concerning pricing and policy for
California’s qualifying facilities (“QFs”) and investor-owned utilities. Unfortunately, the
Decision commits legal error in several respects, and defers implementation of both pricing and

contracting terms necessary to comply with the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act of 1978

1 Pursuant to Commission Rule 1.8(d), SCE is authorized to submit this Application for Rehearing on behalf
of itself and all other Joint Parties.



(“PURPA”) going-forward to a later time. The Decision thus fails to provide either lawful
pricing or implementation of PURPA.

As demonstrated below, the Decision’s conclusions on material and highly controversial
issues contain no record support at all, and will produce pricing that systematically results in
rates exceeding avoided cost. It is equally troubling that detailed implementation of the input
values, formulas, and contract terms and conditions necessary to comply with PURPA have been
relegated to an ill-defined workshop process, which promises neither an adequate opportunity to
comment nor the prospect that a legally sufficient record can or will be produced. As a result,
the Decision is more likely to produce controversy, confusion and litigation than much needed
certainty in this sector of California’s energy market.

Many of the Decision’s legal errors can and should be remedied on rehearing. The

Decision’s errors include:

e Applying the time of use (“TOU”) and time of delivery (“TOD”) factors adopted
for the Market Price Referent (“MPR”) to the Market Index Formula (“MIF”).

e Relying on an outdated and discredited formula for the administrative heat rate
(“AHR”), causing the MIF to systematically produce energy prices that necessarily
exceed the utilities’ short run avoided cost of energy (“SRAC”) at the time of
delivery, in violation of PURPA.

e Imposing an obligation on the utilities to purchase both energy and capacity from
“small” QFs without regard to the utilities’ actual need for incremental capacity, in
violation of PURPA and the Federal Power Act (“FPA”).

e Failing to order a retroactive true-up of SRAC energy payments even though the
record on which prospective adjustments to the SRAC energy methodology is
based also demonstrates the need for a retroactive adjustment.

e Adopting new energy and capacity prices but ordering the extension of the non-
price terms of expiring standard offer contracts, thereby requiring the utilities to
purchase energy and capacity at rates which necessarily exceed avoided cost.

Each of these grounds is discussed in detail below. In addition, given the absence of record

evidence to support many of the ultimate findings on material issues, the Commission should



consider whether the process envisioned by the Decision for implementing many of its central

pricing and policy directives is legally sufficient or appropriate.

II.

THE DECISION’S APPLICATION OF MPR TOU FACTORS TO THE SRAC ENERGY
PRICE IS LEGALLY AND FACTUALLY ERRONEOUS

The Decision is the product of a proposed decision issued on April 24, 2007 (the “PD”),
which was revised on July 20 and September 18, 2007 (the “Revised PD”), and an alternate
proposed decision (the “APD”) issued on August 20 and subsequently revised on
September 19, 2007 (the “Revised APD”), less than 24 hours prior to the Commission’s
September 20, 2007 public business meeting. Noting the scant record of party proposals
concerning whether existing TOU and TOD factors should be updated, the PD observed that
“[u]nfortunately, the parties recommending specific changes to the TOU/TOD factors and
periods did not provide a specific showing to support their recommendations.” In the absence
of sufficient record evidence to support revising the factors, the PD would have deferred
consideration of the issue by directing the utilities “to provide updated TOU/TOD factors and
periods when they file their next long-term procurement plans.” Both the Revised PD and the
APD adopted the same approach, relying on the lack of record evidence as a basis for concluding
that the issue should be addressed at a later time.*

The day before the Commission was to vote on the Revised PD and the APD, an
unexplained revision to the APD appeared on the Commission’s website. The Revised APD
continued to assert the insufficiency of the record to support a change to the TOU/TOD factors,

but paradoxically inserted new language adopting material changes to the existing factors:

[W]e believe it is appropriate to adopt TOU factors that are
consistent with the adopted TOU factors for the Market Price
Referent (MPR).... TOU factors are used in RPS to ensure that the

PD at 68.
Id.
Revised PD at 70; APD at 74.
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time differentiated value of energy is appropriately taken into
account when comparing projects against the MPR. In light of
these parallels, it is reasonable to adopt here, as an interim
approach, the TOD factors used in calculating the MPR, until we
consider updates to the TOU/TOD factors and periods in a
subsequent proceeding.>

The Decision, adopted by a unanimous Commission the following morning, contains this last-
minute revision verbatim. However, as the Decision itself recognizes, revisions to the TOU and

TOD factors cannot be supported by the record in this proceeding.

A. The Decision Does Not And Cannot Make The Findings And Conclusions
Necessary to Support Revising The Current TOU And TOD Factors.

Public Utilities Code section 1757(a)(4) requires the Decision to be “supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record.” In addition, Public Utilities Code section
1705 requires the Decision to “contain, separately stated, findings of fact and conclusions of
law... on all issues material to the . . . [d]ecision.” The courts have long held that “[e]very issue
that must be resolved to reach [an] ultimate finding is ‘material to the order or decision.”® The

courts have explained that:

Findings are essential to afford a rational basis for judicial review
and assist the reviewing court to ascertain the principles relied
upon by the commission and to determine whether it acted
arbitrarily, as well as assist parties to know why the case was lost
and to prepare for rehearing or review, assist other planning
activities involving similar questions and serve to help the
commission avoid careless or arbitrary action.”

Here, the Decision not only fails to make the requisite findings, but recognizes

that the record is insufficient to make findings with respect to whether the existing

TOU and TOD factors should be updated.

5 Decision at 74-75.
6 California Motor Transport Co. v. Public Utilities Com. (1963) 59 Cal.2d 270, 273.
7 California Manufacturers Assn. v. Public Utilities Com. (1979) 24 Cal.3d 251, 259 (internal quotes and

citations omitted).



With respect to energy pricing, the “ultimate finding” required in this proceeding is that
the Commission’s adopted SRAC energy pricing formula complies with PURPA.2 The
application of TOD factors to the avoided cost values adopted in the Decision necessarily affects
the actual rate of payment made to QFs; therefore, whether or not the TOU and TOD factors
should be updated and, if so, how, is an issue “that must be resolved” to support an ultimate
finding as to the lawfulness of the updated SRAC methodology.2 However, as each version of
the PD, the APD and the Decision itself has recognized, there is no record evidence to resolve
this material issue.

The record contains no evidence whatsoever as to whether the TOD factors adopted for
use in connection with the MPR will produce lawful SRAC energy pricing under PURPA. No
party proposed to use the MPR TOD factors in testimony, at hearings or in briefs.® As a result,
application of MPR TOU factors to the SRAC energy price is not and cannot be supported by
substantial evidence, as required by Public Utilities Code section 1757(a)(4).

Furthermore, the Decision does not contain separately stated findings of fact and
conclusions of law demonstrating that use of the MPR TOU factors is appropriate, as required by
Public Utilities Code section 1705. Indeed, the Decision could not make such findings because,
as recognized in the Decision itself, there is no record to support such findings.

In Northern California Power Agency, the California Supreme Court considered whether

“the Commission erred in failing to give adequate consideration to, and to make appropriate

8 Decision at 143 (Finding of Fact No. 2), 149 (Conclusion of Law No. 12).

9 FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA expressly provide that “In determining avoided costs, the
following factors shall, to the extent practicable, be taken into account: . . . (2) The availability of capacity
or energy from a qualifying facility during the system daily and seasonal peak periods. . ..” 18 C.F.R.

§ 292.304(e)(2) (emphasis added).

10 Indeed, no party submitted testimony requesting a change to SCE’s TOU factors. See, e.g. CCC Opening
Testimony, Ex. 102 at 54:17, 54:24-25 (“Edison’s existing TOU factors may not need to be changed.”). In
comments on the APD, the Independent Energy Producers Association (“IEP”) makes a passing reference
to the TOD factors used to adjust the MPR, but offers no record support, empirical analysis or argument
that employing these factors to adjust SRAC energy payments would be lawful under PURPA. These brief,
and unsubstantiated comments, filed on September 10, 2007, long after submission of the record, do not
provide a basis for updating the TOD and TOU factors.



findings on, the issues raised by the contention of NCPA that the contracts under which PG&E
plans to purchase steam for [its] new generating units violate both state and federal antitrust
laws.” The case arose when the Commission granted PG&E a certificate of public convenience
and necessity for the construction and operation of geothermal power plants despite NCPA’s
antitrust claims.

In concluding that the Commission erred by failing to give adequate consideration to, and
to make appropriate findings with respect to the issues NCPA raised, the Supreme Court rejected
a number of arguments, including “PG&E’s contention that the Commission must have dealt
with NCPA’s claims because it received evidence and heard legal arguments on the antitrust
issues.”12 Here, the error the Decision commits is far more serious because the issue of whether
to use the MPR TOD factors was never considered in the record.

The Supreme Court’s holding in NCPA explains why the Decision errs in adopting the

MPR factors in this case:

The task of the Commission extends far beyond the passive role of
a sounding board. The Commission cannot discharge its duty by
merely taking “cognizance of the contracts between PG&E and its
steam suppliers,” without evaluating their effect upon the interests
of the public. 1t must weigh the opposing evidence and arguments
in order “to determine whether the rights and interests of the
general public will be advanced by the prosecution of the
en‘]cjezlyprislg which it is proposed to carry on for the service of the
public.”™

The Decision errs by adopting new TOD and TOU factors, and rehearing should be granted.

11 Northern California Power Agency v. Public Util. Com. (1971) 5 Cal.3d 370, 372 (“NCPA”).
NCPA at 379 (emphasis original).
1d. (citation omitted; emphasis added).
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B. The SCE and PG&E MPR Factors Reflect Values For Both Energy And
Capacity; It Is Both Factual And Legal Error to Apply These Factors To An
Energy-Only Price.

The MIF is intended to reflect the utilities’ short-run avoided cost of energy. The
Decision adopts separate values for firm and as-available capacity. In Decision 96-12-028 the

Commission explained its rationale for the use of time-differentiated pricing for SRAC energy:

Time differentiation (i.e., the time-of-use (TOU) pricing indicators
for peak and off-peak delivery of energy) provides important price
signals. Time differentiation is consistent with the provisions of §
390(b) and should be retained as an important element of SRAC
pricing.**

Had the Commission developed a record on the issue, the evidence would have
demonstrated that the PG&E and SCE MPR TOU factors are not appropriate for time-
differentiating QF energy payments because they do not have separate factors for energy
payments and capacity payments.”> Unlike the time-differentiation factors adopted with respect
to SRAC, the PG&E and SCE MPR factors are “all-in” factors that apply to the combined energy
and capacity payments made to renewable resources.’® Thus, to apply PG&E and SCE’s MPR
factors to an SRAC price for energy only is both factually and legally flawed. It is factual error
because it confounds “all-in” factors with energy-only factors. It is legal error because the “all-

in” factors adopted in the Decision will consistently produce payments that exceed the utilities’

avoided cost of energy, in violation of PURPA.

14 D.96-12-028; 69 Cal. PUC 2d 546, 553 (emphasis added).

15 This statement is inapplicable to SDG&E because unlike SCE and PG&E, SDG&E’s MPR TOU factors do
not include a specific capacity component.

16 With respect to the MPR TOD factors, the Commission has stated that “TOD profiles provide a reasonable

estimate of the value of energy and capacity provided by the resource....” (D.05-12-042 at 21; emphasis
added); “TOD factors should recognize the extent of the need for additional capacity.” (D.06-05-039 at 69;
emphasis added.)




I11.

THE MIF VIOLATES PURPA

The Decision would calculate the heat rate in the MIF “by taking an average between an
NP15/SP15-derived value as generally proposed by SCE, and the existing administratively
determined heat rate pursuant to prior Commission decisions.”? This approach commits legal
and factual error in several respects.

First, this “hybrid” approach is not based on anything in the record of this proceeding.
No party advanced such a formula; there was no opportunity to test it in cross-examination, and,
therefore, the methodology runs afoul of Public Utilities Code sections 1705 and 1757(a)(4) for
the reasons described above.

Second, the Decision would determine the AHR using a formula that is now more than
ten years old. D.96-12-028 employed a “[s]tarting energy price, based on 12-month averages of
recent, pre-January 1, 1996 SRAC energy prices....” The Decision itself acknowledges the

outdated nature of the administrative heat rate formula:

PG&E and SDG&E have been on the SRAC energy Transition
Formula since it was originally established in 1996 per D.96-12-
028, and include unchanged IERs and utility factors. The latter
utility factors are a result of “regression [analysis] describing the
historical relationship between changes in border gas costs and ...
[a utilities’] calculated avoided cost” (D.01-03-067, p. 5). The
regressions were based on 1994-1995 data."

The incorporation of such stale data cannot possibly result in an energy price that reflects
the utilities’ current SRAC at the time of delivery, as required by PURPA and FERC’s
implementing regulations.2? There is nothing in the record to suggest that a rate determined ten

years ago would equal the current avoided cost of energy at the time of delivery. To the

17 Decision at 66.

18 D.96-12-028; 69 Cal. PUC 2d 546, 557, Attachment 2.
19 Decision at (emphasis added).

20 See 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(d)(2).



contrary, in D.02-02-028, the Commission recognized that the formula it adopted in D.96-12-028
had

been in place for over 4 years. It would be unreasonable to believe
that this interim formztltla would still accurately reflect current
utility avoided costs.

The Decision does not explain how a formula that no longer reflected current utility avoided
costs in 2002 can now, more than five years later, be used as a component in the calculation of
current SRAC.

Employing an AHR that relies in part on “pre-January 1, 1996 SRAC prices” fails to
recognize the substantial changes that have occurred since then with respect to the utilities’
alternative sources of supply. During the “pre-January 1, 1996 period, the utilities had not yet
divested their power plants. Today, long after the divestiture, the utilities rely on the NP-15 and
SP-15 markets for their incremental energy needs and to dispatch their resources.? As the
Commission has recognized, “When a utility changes the source of energy it would otherwise
reply upon, it is appropriate that it change the basis on which it calculates avoided costs.”? The
Decision’s reliance on an outdated formula fails to recognize the changes in the utilities’ supply
alternatives; therefore, the Decision’s formula cannot yield even an approximation of current
SRAC at the time of delivery.

The Decision’s stated reason for incorporating the AHR into the MIF is the erroneous and
unsupported conclusion that “using NP15/SP15 prices alone would likely result in SRAC prices
that understate utility avoided costs, as they do not include the full range of generation resources

in the electricity industry today and do not include out of market transactions.”* However, this

D.02-02-028 at 12 (emphasis added).
Decision at 55.

D.96-02-070; 65 Cal. PUC 2d 31, 32.

RIS R =
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Decision at 63.



approach is directly contrary to the Decision’s explicit recognition that “continuing to use the
administratively set heat rate may result in SRAC prices that exceed utility avoided cost.”

After announcing “the short comings of both proposed methodologies,” the Decision
adopts a 50/50 weighting of a MHR and an AHR. The Decision’s obvious compromise solution
and its ultimate finding that the MIF will now yield a price that conforms with PURPA is not
supported by findings. It is entirely unclear how a methodology that would be unsound as a
means of determining 100% of the value of SRAC can be a sound means of determining 50% of
the value.

In California Manufacturers Assn., the California Supreme Court annulled a Commission
decision because the decision lacked sufficient findings and evidence to support the
Commission’s method of allocating a rate increase among utility customers.2® The Court noted
that the Commission’s staff had “proposed six different methods of spreading the increase in the

revenue requirement among the users....” and that the Commission found “that the need for a

conservation oriented rate design is critical....”*Z The Court held:

The findings on the material issues are insufficient to justify the
rate spread adopted. While the Commission’s asserted justification
for changing its method of spreading [the] rate increase is
conservation of natural gas resources, neither finding nor evidence
exists showing the method adopted will result in conserving more
natural gas than would other proposed methods.®

The same absence of supporting findings and evidence the Court found erroneous in
California Manufacturers Assn exists here. The Decision claims that NP-15/SP-15 market
prices, alone, should not be used to determine SRAC energy payment because they “do not

include out of market transactions.” However, the Decision does not explain why use of an

Id.

California Manufacturers Assn. v. Public Utilities Com. (1979) 24 Cal.3d 251.
Id. at 255.

1d. at 259 (emphasis added).

B IR KR K K

Decision at 63.
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outdated heat rate will compensate for this claimed flaw in using market prices directly. Nor
does the Decision explain how the adopted 50/50 weighting will yield a price that comports with
the Decision’s ultimate finding that the MIF’s SRAC price complies with PURPA. Indeed, it is
difficult to imagine how a pre-1996 heat rate could bear any relationship to out-of-market
transactions in the current NP-15/SP-15 markets. The Decision’s use of outdated, historical heat
rates is not supported by appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of law. Therefore, the
Decision violates Public Utilities Code section 1705 and is not supported by substantial
evidence, as Public Utilities Code section 1757(a)(4) requires.

Furthermore, the “historical” heat rates adopted in the Decision are not even calculated

correctly. The Decision states that:

[flor PG&E and SDG&E, the [“historical” heat rates] are the heat
rates adopted in D.96-12-028 corresponding to the values of 9,794
Btu/kWh and 9,603 Btu/kWh, respectively. For SCE, we adopt the
CCC proposal of a heat rate of 9,705. This value represents the
average administrative heat in effect for SCE under the Transition
Formula adopted in D.96-12-028 and modified in D.01-03-067.2

These “historical” heat rates are based entirely on erroneous calculations presented for the first
time in the APD and are contrary to the record in this proceeding. No party submitted testimony
regarding the historical heat rate calculations and there was no opportunity to test the Decision’s
calculations through cross-examination. Thus, there is no substantial evidence to support the
Decision’s “historical” heat rates, as Public Utilities Code section 1757(a)(4) requires.
Moreover, the utilities’ “historical” heat rates in fact are substantially lower than those
adopted in the Decision. Among other things, the Decision apparently (because the Decision
does not explain its derivation) miscalculated the heat rates by multiplying the starting SRAC
price in the Transition Formula — Pg, — by the utility factor and dividing by a border gas price
instead of a burnertip gas price. The resulting heat rates for all three utilities are inflated by

hundreds of Btu/kWh.

30 1d. at 66.

-11 -



Based on this flawed calculation, CCC presented a false “average” historical heat rate for
SCE, claiming that D.01-03-067 revised the heat rate in SCE’s Transition Formula equation from
10,522 Btu/kWh to 9,140 Btw/kWh.2! This is obviously incorrect.

As the Decision acknowledges:

with regard to SCE, the utility was on the Transition Formula until
2001 when it was effectively replaced by the Modified Transition
Formula per D.01-03-067. Although SCE’s fixed factor was
replaced by a dynamic factor that changes monthly, the SCE SRAC
formula still contains an original 1996 IER.*

D.01-03-067 confirms that it did not change SCE’s Transition Formula heat rate.>> Thus, the
Commission’s own decisions unequivocally belie CCC’s argument and demonstrate that SCE’s
heat rate under the Transition Formula was and always has been 9,140 Btu/kWh — both before
and after the issuance of D.01-03-067, not an average of 9,705 Btu/kWh as claimed by CCC.2*
CCC’s 10,522 Btu/kWh heat rate has no factual basis in this record or elsewhere and is plainly
refuted by the Commission’s own decisions.

Similarly, the Decision ignores record evidence and the Commission’s previous decisions
concerning the “historical” heat rates, which demonstrate that PG&E’s “historical” heat rate is
9,464 Btu/kWh* and that SDG&E’s “historical” heat rate is 9,264 Btu/kWh.2® Indeed, these
heat rate values were adopted in 1.89-07-004 pursuant to settlement agreements to which CCC
was a party.”’ For the foregoing reasons, the “historical” heat rate values adopted by the

Decision are not supported by appropriate findings of fact and law, in violation of Public Utilities

31 See CCC APD Comments, filed September 10, 2007 at 8 n.21.

32 Decision at 45 (emphasis added).

33 See D.01-03-067 at 6, 13, 31 and 34.

34 See id.

35 See PG&E Comments on APD at 4, n.13; PG&E Ex. 29, p. 3A-3, n.2.

36 SDG&E’s IERs were approved in ECAC proceedings in D.94-04-078, 54 Cal. PUC 2d 167, and D.95-04-
076, 59 Cal. PUC 2d 455.

37 See D.96-12-028, 69 Cal. PUC 2d 549-50. See also id. at 553 (“This formula has been computed by using

the 1995 averages for [SRAC] prices paid by SCE and 1994 and 1995 average for short-run prices paid by
PG&E.”). These 1994 and 1995 prices were calculated from heat rates filed in the utilities’ ECAC filings.

-12 -



Code section 1705, and are not supported by substantial evidence, as Public Utilities Code
section 1757(a)(4) requires.
Iv.

THE NEW “SMALL QF OPTION” VIOLATES PURPA

The Decision errs by making the standard offer contract options described in the Decision
available to “QFs under 20 MW, or that offer equivalent annual energy deliveries of 131,400
MWh, and that consume at least 25% of the power internally and sell 100% of the surplus to the
utilities™® regardless of the utilities’ respective resource needs. This is legal error even though
the Decision “caps the total amount of QF power under the Small QF option to 110% of each
[utility’s] capacity as reflected in Table 5” of the Decision.>?> The Commission cannot lawfully
require the utilities to enter into standard contracts without considering need and limiting the
availability of the contract to the utilities’ resource needs. Indeed, the Decision expressly
recognizes this requirement by subjecting the availability of standard offer contracts for QFs
larger than 20 MW to limitation based on the utilities’ actual need.*

In City of Ketchikan, a QF sought “payment for capacity from [its] proposed project,
regardless of whether [its] capacity is needed.”*> FERC denied the request as “not required by
PURPA or our regulations.” FERC concluded: “We make this finding because, as we have
stated previously, there is no obligation under PURPA for a utility to pay for capacity that would

9943«

displace its existing capacity arrangements. [While utilities may have an obligation under

38 Decision at 147 (Finding of Fact No. 43).

39 Id. at 123.

40 D.07-09-040 at 150 (Conclusion of Law No. 18).

41 City of Ketchikan, Alaska, et al., (“Ketchikan’) (2001) 94 FERC 9§ 61,293, reh’g. denied, 95 FERC
961,194 (2001), 94 FERC at 62,062.

42 1d.

43 94 FERC at 62,061, footnote omitted, emphasis added, citing Connecticut Light and Power Company

(1995) 70 FERC q 61,012, reconsideration denied, 71 FERC ¥ 61,035 (1995), appeal dismissed, Niagara
Mohawk Power Corporation v. FERC (D.C. Cir. 1997) 117 F.3d 1485 (“CP&L”).

-13 -



PURPA to purchase from a QF, that obligation does not require a utility to pay for capacity that
it does not need.”* PURPA does not require utilities to purchase unneeded QF capacity.
Moreover the Commission has repeatedly acknowledged the potentially serious
consequences of decoupling mandatory purchase obligations from resource need. The standard
offer contracts of the 1980s were made available without limiting them to actual need, resulting
in significant oversubscription and stranded costs. This mistake ultimately cost customers
billions of dollars in overpayments.®® The Commission later noted that its “considerable
experience with QFs proves quite conclusively that efforts to address the quantity of QF
subscription to a standardized offer without addressing the associated contract price [were]
misguided and damaging.”*? The Commission should not repeat the errors of the 1980s by
imposing on utilities an obligation to contract for QF power without regard to the utilities’ need

for such power.

V.
THE DECISION COMMITS LEGAL ERROR BY FAILING TO ORDER A
RETROACTIVE TRUE-UP OF SRAC ENERGY PAYMENTS

The Decision states that it “updates the methodology for calculating SRAC energy prices
on a prospective basis only, to ensure that SRAC prices continue to reflect utility avoided cost in

8 The Decision further states that “the record in

the changing electricity markets in California.
this proceeding does not support a conclusion that the [SRAC transition formula] yielded prices
that exceed utility avoided cost or systematically violated PURPA.”* The Decision does not

contain separately stated findings of fact and conclusions of law to support this unsubstantiated

44 94 FERC at 62,062, citing CP&L.

45 FERC Docket No. RM06-10-006, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Regulations Applicable to Small Power
Production and Cogeneration Facilities, 71 FR 4532, 4533.

46 D.98-09-040; 82 Cal. PUC 2d 87 at 92.

47 D.96-10-036; 68 Cal. PUC 2d at 442.

48 Decision at 9 (emphasis added).

49 1d.

- 14 -



claim, as required by Public Utilities Code section 1705. Nor are these statements supported by
substantial evidence, as required by Public Utilities Code section 1757(a)(4).

Consideration of whether to make retroactive adjustments to historical energy payments
made using a formula that is acknowledged by the Decision to require revision to comply with
PURPA going forward is necessarily a material issue that must be resolved. As stated by the
California Court of Appeal in a case addressing this precise issue less than four years ago, the
Commission has a legal duty to make retroactive adjustments to SRAC pricing to ensure
compliance with PURPA .22 The Court of Appeal reviewed Commission decisions D.03-12-062
and D.04-01-050, which ordered the utilities to enter into new standard offer contracts beginning
in 2004, and expressly held that the Commission was required to determine in this very docket
whether the evidence demonstrated a need for retroactive refund of SRAC energy payments
made pursuant to these new standard offer contracts to ensure that QFs were paid no more than
avoided cost. “[I]f the evidence shows that [a modified SRAC] formula . . . should have been
applied retroactively to arrive at a more accurate SRAC, then it is the Commission’s duty to
apply it retroactively.”™ Indeed, the Court of Appeal also noted that the Commission declared
“that if a decision in R.04-04-025 shows a systematic violation of PURPA, then Edison is to be
given credit for any PURPA violations by reason of Edison being required to enter into SO1
contracts with QFs . .. .”2

The Decision’s summary rejection of any retroactive refunds, in contravention of the
evidence in this proceeding, ignores the express directives of the Court of Appeal on remand and
also exceeds the Commission’s jurisdiction under PURPA. The same evidence the Decision
cites to support its change to the SRAC energy payment formula (the MIF) as of September of

2007 inescapably supports the retroactive change to the MIF as of 2004. Indeed, there is no

50 See S. Cal. Edison Co. v. Cal. P.U.C., 128 Cal. App. 4th 1, 12 (2005); see also S. Cal. Edison Co., 101 Cal.
App. 4th at 999.

S. Cal. Edison Co., 128 Cal. App. 4th at 12 (quoting S. Cal. Edison Co., 101 Cal. App. 4th at 999).
S. Cal. Edison Co., 128 Cal. App. 4th at 12.

=
N —
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evidence in the record that would support any other result. The opening testimony in this
proceeding was submitted in August of 2005 and was necessarily based on pricing data from
2004 and earlier years. The Decision fails to provide any explanation as to why the new MIF
should not be applied retroactively. Moreover, the Decision rejects any retroactive refunds
without even considering the magnitude in reduction in SRAC energy payments that would have
resulted if the new MIF pricing formula were applied retroactively.

The Commission should grant rehearing and order that the MIF be applied retroactively

as of 2004.

VI
THE DECISION COMMITS LEGAL ERROR BY ORDERING THE EXTENSION OF
NON-PRICE TERMS OF EXISTING CONTRACTS

The Decision states that “existing firm capacity QF resources whose contracts expire
before the contracts required by this decision are available . . . . may extend the non-price terms
and conditions of the expiring contract and continue service with the pricing set forth in this

Decision until the final contract is available.”>

The Decision’s extension of “non-price” terms
and conditions of existing standard offer contracts is not supported by substantial evidence, as
required by Public Utilities Code section 1757(a)(4). Moreover, the Decision does not contain
separately stated findings of fact and conclusions of law demonstrating that extension of “non-
price” terms and conditions of existing standard offer contracts is consistent with PURPA, as
required by Public Utilities Code section 1705.

FERC’s regulations implementing PURPA require the Commission to consider a number
of factors in addition to the basic commodity price avoided by the purchase from a QF in

determining avoided cost, including performance standards, dispatchability, outage terms,

system emergency provisions, credit requirements and other contract terms.>* Failure to take

Decision at 126.
See 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(e).
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such non-price factors into account can result in prices that exceed the utilities’ avoided cost at
the time of delivery, in violation of PURPA.>

Nothing in the record demonstrates that incorporating the new pricing adopted in the
Decision into existing standard offer contracts will yield pricing consistent with PURPA’s
avoided cost standard. To the contrary, the evidence in this proceeding demonstrates that the
terms and conditions of existing firm QF contracts are not consistent with the terms and
conditions that are currently available from suppliers from which, but for purchases from QFs,
the utilities would buy energy and capacity.

As an example, the Decision notes that existing firm standard offer contracts only require
the QF to maintain an 80% capacity factor during the summer peak.® However, moving in the
direction of more modern performance requirements,>” the Decision provides that “the firm
power contact option adopted in this decision establishes a higher level of performance by
imposing penalties to the capacity payment for failure to deliver 95% of the contract power
during on-peak months and 90% of the contract power during off-peak months (not counting
scheduled outages).”® Existing standard offer contracts with an 80% performance requirement
plainly provide less value than the new standard offer contracts with 95% and 90% performance
requirements adopted by the Decision. The extension of “non-price” terms and conditions of
existing standard offer contracts will necessarily result in less value on a unit basis of delivered
energy and capacity from an alternative resource (or even pursuant to a QF resource operating
under the terms the Decision deems reasonable in today’s market). Thus, the extension will

necessarily yield prices that exceed avoided cost, in violation of PURPA.

55 See id.; S. Cal Edison v Cal. P.U.C., 101 Cal. App. 4th 982, 998 (2002); reh’g. denied, 2002 Cal. App.
LEXIS 4728 (2002), review denied, 2002 Cal. LEXIS 8129 (2002); S. Cal. Edison v. Cal. P.U.C., 101 Cal.
App. 4th 384, 398-99 (2002); Midwest Power Sys., Inc., 78 FERC § 61,067, 61,246-47 (1997).

56 See Decision attachment A at 1.

57 See, e.g., Ex. 101, Amended and Restated Parallel Generation Agreement Between Southern California
Edison Company and Kern River Cogeneration Company.

58 Decision at 97.
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The Commission should grant rehearing and eliminate the language in the Decision that

orders the extension of “non-price” terms and conditions of existing standard offer contracts.

VI
CONCLUSION

For all the reasons discussed above, the Commission should grant rehearing of the
Decision.
Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL MONTOYA
BERJ K. PARSEGHIAN

/s/ Berj K. Parseghian
By: Berj K. Parseghian

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY and on
behalf of the Joint Parties

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone:  (626) 302-3102
Facsimile: (626) 302-1904

E-mail: Berj.Parseghian@sce.com

October 25, 2007
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RCS, INC.
500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, SUITE 320

CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017
R.04-04-025

REED V. SCHMIDT
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94703-2714
R.04-04-025

NORA SHERIFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-025

Sean A. Simon

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

SNULLER PRICE

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ECONOMICS

101 MONTGOMERY, SUITE 1600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-025

Thomas Roberts

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4205

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

JUDITH SANDERS
CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
R.04-04-025

DONALD SCHOENBECK
RCS, INC.
900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780

VANCOUVER, WA 98660
R.04-04-025

JENNIFER SHIGEKAWA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-025

JUNE M. SKILLMAN
CONSULTANT
2010 GREENLEAF STREET

SANTA ANA, CA 92706
R.04-04-025
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CAROL A. SMOOTS
PERKINS COIE LLP

607 FOURTEENTH STREET, NW, SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005
R.04-04-025

Robert L. Strauss

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

JOHN SUGAR
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 42

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-025

Christine S Tam

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

EDWARD J TIEDEMANN

KRONICK MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN AND
GIRARD

400 CAPITOL MALL

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-025

ROBIN J. WALTHER
1380 OAK CREEK DRIVE, NO. 316

PALO ALTO, CA 94304-2016
R.04-04-025
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ANAN H. SOKKER

LEGAL ASSISTANT
CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE. NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20036
R.04-04-025

GREY STAPLES
THE MENDOTA GROUP, LLC
1830 FARO LANE

SAINT PAUL, MN 55118
R.04-04-025

KENNY SWAIN
NAVIGANT CONSULTING
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600

RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670
R.04-04-025

KAREN TERRANOVA
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-025

NANCY TRONAAS
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH ST. MS-20

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512
R.04-04-025

DEVRA WANG

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-025

Merideth Sterkel

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

PATRICK STONER

PROGRAM DIRECTOR

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
1303 J STREET, SUITE 250

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-025

Jeorge S Tagnipes

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENERGY DIVISION AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

PATRICIA THOMPSON
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING
2920 CAMINO DIABLO, SUITE 210

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597
R.04-04-025

BETH VAUGHAN
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT

CONCORD, CA 94521
R.04-04-025

JOY WARREN

SENIOR STAFF ATTORNEY
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 ELEVENTH STREET

MODESTO, CA 95354
R.04-04-025
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Pamela Wellner

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD, 111
ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.

2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-025

JAMES B. WOODRUFF

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE, SUITE 342,

GO1

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-025

VIKKI WOOD

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

6301 S STREET, MS A204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899
R.04-04-025

Amy C Yip-Kikugawa

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5135

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERO AVE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110
R.04-04-025
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TORY S. WEBER

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2131 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-025

Michael Wheeler

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-025

KEVIN WOODRUFF
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES, INC.
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-025

SHIRLEY WOO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-025

CARLO ZORZOLI
ENEL NORTH AMERICA, INC.
1 TECH DRIVE, SUITE 220

ANDOVER, MA 1810
R.04-04-025

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720

OAKLAND, CA 94612
R.04-04-025

LISA WEINZIMER

CALIFORNIA ENERGY REPORTER
PLATTS MCGRAW-HILL

695 NINTH AVENUE, NO. 2

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
R.04-04-025

VALERIE J. WINN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001
R.04-04-025

DON WOOD
PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941
R.04-04-025

JOY C. YAMAGATA
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 91910
R.04-04-025

CALIFORNIA ISO
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
R.04-04-025
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KENNETH E. ABREU
853 OVERLOOK COURT

SAN MATEO, CA 94403
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

GARY L. ALLEN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

E. JESUS ARREDONDO
DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AND
GOVERNMENTAL

NRG ENERGY, INC.

3741 GRESHAM LANE

SACRAMENTO, CA 95835
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

GEORGETTA J. BAKER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCAL GAS
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TOM BEACH
CROSSBORDER ENERGY
2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A

BERKELEY, CA 94710-2557
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

WILLIAM H. BOOTH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF WILLIAM H. BOOTH
1500 NEWELL AVENUE, 5TH FLOOR

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

SCOTT J. ANDERS
RESEARCH/ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR
UNIVERSITY OF SAN DIEGO SCHOOL OF
LAW

5998 ALCALA PARK

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

NA
MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720

OAKLAND, CA 94612
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BARBARA R. BARKOVICH
BARKOVICH & YAP, INC.
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE

MENDOCINO, CA 95460
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ROGER BERLINER

PRESIDENT

BERLINER LAW PLLC

1747 PENNSYLVANIA AVE. N.W., STE 825

WASHINGTON, DC 20006
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KAREN BOWEN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP
101 CALIFORNIA STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MICHAEL ALCANTAR

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

1300 SW FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 1750

PORTLAND, OR 97201
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ROD AOCKI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MICHAEL A. BACKSTROM

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

GREG BASS
SEMPRA ENERGY SOLUTIONS
101 ASH STREET. HQ09

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TRACI BONE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

5TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MICHAEL E. BOYD

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,
INC.

5439 SOQUEL DRIVE

SOQUEL, CA 95073
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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Carol A Brown

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5103

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MAURICE CAMPBELL

MEMBER

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,
INC.

1100 BRUSSELS ST.

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94134
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CLIFF CHEN
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS
2397 SHATTUCK AVENUE, SUITE 203

BERKELEY, CA 94704
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JANET COMBS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DOUG DAVIE
DAVIE CONSULTING, LLC
3390 BEATTY DRIVE

EL DORADO HILLS , CA 95762
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

RALPH E. DENNIS

DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES

9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE
2000

LOUISVILLE, KY 40223
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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ANDREW B. BROWN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DAN L. CARROLL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOWNEY BRAND LLP

555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KRIS G. CHISHOLM

CALIFORNIA ELECTRICITY OVERSIGHT
BOARD

770 L STREET, SUITE 1250

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

LISA A. COTTLE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

WINSTON & STRAWN, LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Matthew Deal

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5215

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

LORI ANNE DOLQUEIST

ATTORNEY AT LAW

STEEFEL, LEVITT AND WEISS

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, 30TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

LYNNE BROWN

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,
INC.

24 HARBOR ROAD

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Theresa Cho

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5207

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

HOWARD W. CHOY

DIVISION MANAGER

LOS ANGELES COUNTY ISD, FACILITIES
OPERA

1100 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE

LOS ANGELES, CA 90063
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BRIAN CRAGG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN, MAC BRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE &
DAY

505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

LISA M. DECKER
CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP, INC.
111 MARKET PLACE, SUITE 500

BALTIMORE, MD 21202
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOUGLASS & LIDDELL

21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030

WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367-8102
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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KEVIN DUGGAN
CALPINE COPRORATION
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DIANE |. FELLMAN
LAW OFFICE OF DIANE I. FELLMAN
234 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JOHN C. GABRIELLI
GABRIELLI LAW OFFICE
430 D STREET

DAVIS, CA 95616
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BARBARA GEORGE
WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS
PO BOX 548

FAIRFAX, CA 94978
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Sudheer Gokhale

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

STEVEN F. GREENWALD

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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RICHARD M. ESTEVES
SESCO, INC.
77 YACHT CLUB DRIVE, SUITE 1000

LAKE HOPATCONG, NJ 7849
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MICHEL PETER FLORIO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK (TURN)
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARY A. GANDESBERY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ROBERT B. GEX

ATTORNEY AT LAW,

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER, SUITE 600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-3611
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JEFFREY P. GRAY

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ANN G. GRIMALDI

MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP

101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 41ST FLOOR
Center for Energy and Economic Development

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ANNE FALCON
EES CONSULTING, INC.
570 KIRKLAND AVE

KIRLAND, WA 98033
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MATTHEW FREEDMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

LAURA GENAO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MICHAEL J. GIBBS
ICF CONSULTING
14724 VENTURA BLVD., NO. 1001

SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

STEVEN A. GREENBERG
DISTRIBUTED ENERGY STRATEGIES
4100 ORCHARD CANYON LANE

VACAVILLE, CA 95688
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DANIEL V. GULINO
RIDGEWOOD POWER MANAGEMENT, LLC
947 LINWOOD AVENUE

RIDGEWOOD, NJ 7450
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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Julie Halligan

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 2203

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MIKHAIL HARRAMATI
CPUC

505 VAN NESS AVE.
AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TIM HEMIG

DIRECTOR

NRG ENERGY, INC.

1819 ASTON AVENUE, SUITE 105

CARLSBAD, CA 92008
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CHRISTOPHER HILEN

ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89511
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ANDREW HOERNER
REDEFINING PROGRESS
1904 FRANKLIN STREET, 6TH FLOOR

OAKLAND, CA 94612
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DAVID L. HUARD

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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BRIAN HANEY
UTILITY SYSTEM EFFICIENCIES, INC.
1000 BOURBON ST., 341

NEW ORLEANS, LA 70116
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARK HARRER
56 ST. TIMOTHY CT.

DANVILLE, CA 94526
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

PHILIP HERRINGTON

REGIONAL VP, BUSINESS MANAGEMENT
EDISON MISSION ENERGY

18101 VON KARMAN AVENUE, STE 1700

IRVINE, CA 92612-1046
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

SAM HITZ
CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY
515 S. FLOWER STREET, STE 1640

LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

PATRICK HOLLEY
COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION
2829 CHILDRESS DR

ANDERSON, CA 96007-3563
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARK R. HUFFMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

PETER W. HANSCHEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP

101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 450

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ARTHUR L. HAUBENSTOCK
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Donna J Hines

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4102

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Charlyn A Hook

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5033

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DAVID HOWARTH
MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720

OAKLAND, CA 94612
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ERIC J. ISKEN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues



R.04-04-003 QF Issues
Thursday, October 25, 2007

TOM JARMAN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

EVELYN KAHL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

RANDALL W. KEEN
MANATT, PHLEPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPICS BLVD.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Sepideh Khosrowjah

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4101

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DANIEL A. KING

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SEMPRA ENERGY RESOURCES
101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

AVIS KOWALEWSKI
CALPINE CORPORATION
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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MICHAEL JASKE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-500

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JOSEPH M. KARP
ATTORNEY AT LAW
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP
101 CALIFORNIA STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5802
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

STEVEN KELLY

POLICY DIRECTOR

INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Robert Kinosian

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4205

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JOSEPH KLOBERDANZ
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

EDWARD V. KURZ

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARC D. JOSEPH

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CURTIS KEBLER
GOLDMAN, SACHS & CO.
2121 AVENUE OF THE STARS

LOS ANGELES, CA 90067
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DOUGLAS K. KERNER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CHRIS KING
CALIFORNIA CONSUMER EMPOWERMENT
ONE TWIN DOLPHIN DRIVE

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARC KOLB
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B918

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

IRYNA KWASNY

DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES-CERS
DIVISION

3310 EL CAMINO AVE., STE.120

SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
R.04-04-003 QF Issues



R.04-04-003 QF Issues
Thursday, October 25, 2007

PETER LAl
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CLEVELAND LEE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5122

SAN FRANCISCO, CA" 94102
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JOHN W. LESLIE, ESQ.

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS,
LLP

11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92130
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KAREN LINDH
LINDH & ASSOCIATES
7909 WALERGA ROAD, NO. 112, PMB119

ANTELOPE, CA 95843
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BARRY LOVELL
BERRY PETROLEUM COMPANY
5201 TRUXTUN AVE., SUITE 300

BAKERSFIED, CA 93309
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CHUCK MANZUK

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

8330 CENTURY PARK CT

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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ERIC LARSEN
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST
RCM INTERNATIONAL, L.L.C.
PO BOX 4716

BERKELEY, CA 94704
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

STEVEN A. LEFTON

VP POWER PLANT PROJECTS

APTECH ENGINEERING SERVICES INC.
PO BOX 3440

SUNNYVALE, CA 94089-3440
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Steve Linsey

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 2013

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JANICE LIN

MANAGING PARTNER
STRATEGEN CONSULTING LLC
146 VICENTE ROAD

BERKELEY, CA 94705
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ED LUCHA
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

WILLIAM B. MARCUS
JBS ENERGY, INC.
311 D STREET, SUITE A

WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 95608
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

RICHARD LAUCKHART
HENWOOD ENERGY SERVICES, INC.
2379 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, SUITE 200

SACRAMENTO, CA 95833
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MAUREEN LENNON
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL
595 EAST COLORADO BLVD., SUITE 623

PASADENA, CA 91101
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DONALD C. LIDDELL, P.C.
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY
ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ALEXANDRE B. MAKLER
CALPINE CORPORATION
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345

PLEASANTON, CA 94588
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Wade McCartney
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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RICHARD MCCANN
M.CUBED
2655 PORTAGE BAY ROAD, SUITE 3

DAVIS, CA 95616
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TANDY MCMANNES
SOLAR THERMAL ELECTRIC ALLIANCE
101 OCEAN BLUFFS BLVD.APT.504

JUPITER, FL 33477-7362
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CHARLES R. MIDDLEKAUFF
ATTORNEY

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442 B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

GREGG MORRIS
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE
2039 SHATTUCK AVE., SUITE 402

BERKELEY, CA 94704
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CRYSTAL NEEDHAM

SENIOR DIRECTOR, COUNSEL
EDISON MISSION ENERGY

18101 VON KARMAN AVE., STE 1700

IRVINE, DC 92612-1046
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KARLEEN O'CONNOR
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP
101 CALIFORNIA STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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LIZBETH MCDANNEL
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., QUAD 4D

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BRADLEY MEISTER
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-26

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARY ANN MILLER

ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS 20

SACRAMENTO, CA 96814-5512
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DAVID MORSE
1411 W, COVELL BLVD., SUITE 106-292

DAVIS, CA 95616-5934
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ALAN NOGEE
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS
2 BRATTLE SQUARE

CAMBRIDGE, MA 2238
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Noel Obiora

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4107

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DOUGLAS MCFARLAN

VP, PUBLIC AFFAIRS

MIDWEST GENERATION EME

440 SOUTH LASALLE ST., SUITE 3500

CHICAGO, IL 60605
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KEITH W. MELVILLE
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SEMPRA ENERGY
101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

WILLIAM A. MONSEN
MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720

OAKLAND, CA 94612
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

SARA STECK MYERS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

LAW OFFICES OF SARA STECK MYERS
122 - 28TH AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

RICK NOGER
PRAXAIR PLAINFIELD, INC.
2678 BISHOP DRIVE

SAN RAMON, CA 94583
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TIMOTHY R. ODIL
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP
1875 LAWRENCE STREET, SUITE 200

Center for Energy and Economic Development

DENVER, CO 80202
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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Jerry Oh

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 3200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DESPINA PAPAPOSTOLOU
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT-CP32H

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JANIS C. PEPPER
CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC.
418 BENVENUE AVENUE

LOS ALTOS, CA 94024
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

SNULLER PRICE

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ECONOMICS

101 MONTGOMERY, SUITE 1600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

W. PHILLIP REESE

CALIFORNIA BIOMASS ENERGY ALLIANCE,
LLC

PO BOX 8

SOMIS, CA 93066
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Thomas Roberts

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4205

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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REN ORENS
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ECONOMICS
353 SACRAMENTO ST., STE 1700

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BERJ K. PARSEGHIAN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

WILLIAM E. POWERS
POWERS ENGINEERING
4452 PARK BLVD., STE. 209

SAN DIEGO, CA 92116
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

RASHA PRINCE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

EDWARD C. REMEDIOS
33 TOLEDO WAY

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123-2108
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

GRANT A. ROSENBLUM
STAFF COUNSEL
CALIFORNIA ISO

151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD

FOLSOM, CA 95630
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Karen P Paull

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Marion Peleo

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4107

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Terrie D Prosper

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5301

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

NANCY RADER
CALIFORNIA WIND ENERGY ASSOCIATION
2560 NINTH STREET, SUITE 213A

BERKELEY, CA 94710
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DAVID REYNOLDS

MEMBER SERVICES MANAGER
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY
180 CIRBY WAY

ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KATHERINE RYZHAYA
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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ROBERT SARVEY
501 W. GRANTLINE RD

TRACY, CA 95376
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Don Schultz
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DONALD SCHOENBECK
RCS, INC.
900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780

VANCOUVER, WA 98660
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

WILLIAM P. SHORT
RIDGEWOOD POWER MANAGEMENT, LLC
947 LINWOOD AVENUE

RIDGEWOOD, NJ 7450
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CAROL A. SMOOTS
PERKINS COIE LLP
607 FOURTEENTH STREET, NW, SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20005
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Robert L. Strauss

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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DAVID SAUL

Coo

SOLEL, INC.

701 NORTH GREEN VALLEY PKY, STE 200

HENDERSON, NV 89074
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI
FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP
275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ROBERT SHAPIRO
CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE. NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20036
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TOM SKUPNJAK
CPG ENERGY
5211 BIRCH GLEN

RICHMOND, TX 77469
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ANAN H. SOKKER

LEGAL ASSISTANT
CHADBOURNE & PARKE LLP
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE. NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20036
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

IRENE M. STILLINGS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE
ENERGY

8690 BALBOA AVE., STE. 100

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

J.A. SAVAGE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY CIRCUIT
3006 SHEFFIELD AVE.

OAKLAND, CA 94602
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

REED V. SCHMIDT
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE

BERKELEY, CA 94703-2714
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

NORA SHERIFF
ATTORNEY AT LAW
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

MARK J. SMITH
FPL ENERGY
3195 DANVILLE BLVD, STE 201

ALAMO, CA 94507
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Merideth Sterkel

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KAREN TERRANOVA
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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BRIAN THEAKER
WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY
3161 KEN DEREK LANE

PLACERVILLE, CA 95667
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ANDREW J. VAN HORN
VAN HORN CONSULTING
12 LIND COURT

ORINDA, CA 94563
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JOY A. WARREN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1231 11TH STREET

4060

MODESTO, CA 95352
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD lIlI
ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JAMES WOODRUFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

VIKKI WOOD

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY
DISTRICT

6301 S STREET, MS A204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95817-1899
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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EDWARD J TIEDEMANN

KRONICK MOSKOVITZ TIEDEMANN AND
GIRARD

400 CAPITOL MALL

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

BETH VAUGHAN
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL
4391 N. MARSH ELDER COURT

CONCORD, CA 94521
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

Mark S. Wetzell

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5009

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

RON WETHERALL

ELECTRICITY ANALYSIS OFFICE
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET MS 20

SACRAMENTO, CA 96814-5512
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

KEVIN WOODRUFF
WOODRUFF EXPERT SERVICES, INC.
1100 K STREET, SUITE 204

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

SHIRLEY WOO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

ANN L. TROWBRIDGE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAY CARTER MURPHY LLC

3620 AMERICAN RIVER DRIVE, SUITE 205

SACRAMENTO, CA 95864
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DEVRA WANG
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

TORY S. WEBER
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

VALERIE J. WINN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177-0001
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

DON WOOD
PACIFIC ENERGY POLICY CENTER
4539 LEE AVENUE

LA MESA, CA 91941
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

JOY C. YAMAGATA
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC/SOCALGAS
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT

SAN DIEGO, CA 91910
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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Amy C Yip-Kikugawa

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5135

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CENTRAL FILES
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT-CP31E

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
R.04-04-003 QF Issues
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MICHAEL A. YUFFEE
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP
600 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W.

WASHINGTON, DC 20005-3096
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517-B POTRERO AVE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110
R.04-04-003 QF Issues

CARLO ZORZOLI
ENEL NORTH AMERICA, INC.
1 TECH DRIVE, SUITE 220

ANDOVER, MA 1810
R.04-04-003 QF Issues



